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 In arguing for philosophical attention to be paid to the model of love as an educational concept, I differentiate two common lines of inquiry. Firstly, I  draw out the complex sets of emotions and dispositions that are found around certain practices and states of mind, that are frequently perceived as being love. Following this, I then distinguish other approaches as being ‘essentialist’ in the sense that they tend to follow the philosophical precept that the essence of something is what that thing is. Drawing on the insights of Simone Weil, Derrida and Emmanuel Levinas on the concept of ‘disinterest’, I argue that central to the concept of an educational love is the question of ‘When is to give really to give?’  Pursuing such a question, I argue, is the most beneficial route to disclosing the essence of love and maybe its educational centrality.  
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‘To recognize the Other is to give’​[1]​  

I
I look here into selfishness versus the importance in our lives of ‘action for its own sake’ perceived as love.   Is this a very important educational action?    I believe that the way to shed light on this issue is to research into the essence of ‘disinterest’ by looking at the concept of love, which some see closely related with ‘disinterestedness’.  In order to research on the essence of ‘disinterest’ and love, I take the question ‘When is to give really to give?’ as being of critical importance.   Why is this central question ‘When is to give really to give?’, so important?  Giving seems to be an essential and frequent act in human life.   We may say that we give life and care to future generations, we give love, we give gifts of all sorts, we give affection, and we give help and support.    We also can say that we give a lesson, we give a talk, and we give to the poor in charity or, simply, we give attention to the other.   Maybe in total distraction, we give a handshake, we give a kiss, we give smiles, we give way to someone else by saying ‘after you sir’, and we give a nice stroke to a pet. It seems that there is a lot going on for human life, in this ‘giving’.    More particularly, in Levinas, giving seems to be at the heart of the ethical relation, when he writes: ‘To recognize the Other is to give’​[2]​ .             
   According to Putnam​[3]​  and also underlined by Critchley​[4]​ , there is ‘one big thing’ rather than ‘many small things’ in Levinas.    In Levinas ethics is first philosophy, previous to ontology.    ‘Disinterest’ can also be seen as a complex ‘selflessness’ or ‘otherwise than being’.   ‘Disinterest’ is posited in the self previous to the interplay of the cognitive, conative, and the emotional.   On the other hand, the word love has been imported and used for countless language games by all sorts of human activities.    It is used exhaustively by poets, novelists, song writers, screenplay writers, popular traditions, ‘high’ and ‘low’ cultures.   In a word, it is used in many kinds of public discourses.    It is confused with sex, different sorts and intensities of passionate states, correlated with jealousy or other emotions, or affectionate states.  Love has been put in parallel with friendship and all sorts of attachments - to people, things, animals and ideas.   In the paroxysm of such multiple uses, love has even been equated with hate - or something that can easily transform into it - suffering, risk, states of delusion, and so on.  Love can even be simply equated with liking.  Crucially, this huge, discursive activity seems to infer that maybe something important is going on here with this thing called love.    
   When looking at some philosophical approaches to the concept of love, namely the trilogy by  Irving Singer ​[5]​, and for the purpose of analysis, it seems to me to be useful to start by demarcating two sides. Firstly, we can identify approaches that look at love as a complex set of dispositions and inner states of emotions and affections, floating around certain human states of mind. These approaches tend to focus on the description of such complex states of mind and characterize them according to their context. In this literature, we read of erotic love, care love, union love, romantic love, appreciation love, love of nature, love of neighbour, love of country, and so on – I refer to these as ‘the bag of loves’.   On the other hand, alternative approaches tend to follow the philosophical insight that the essence of something is what that thing is.    Such approaches tend to prefer a line of investigation that attempts to understand and expose the essence or central structure that is maybe operating in love.    For convenience of speech, I will designate the first kind of approach by the name of ‘romantic descriptivism’ and the second kind as ‘essentialist’, approaches.   In short, the justification for the use of the word ‘romanticism’ here is given by the fact that it can elicit connections such as a certain ‘vagueness’, ‘irrationalism or predominance of emotions’, ‘obscurity’, ‘holism’, ‘subjectivism’, ‘nostalgia’, ‘what ineffably predominates in the attachment between persons’.      
 This issue is illustrated by Frankfurt ​[6]​ in the following passage: 
‘It is important to avoid confusing love - as circumscribed by the concept that I am defining – with infatuation, lust, obsession, possessiveness,  and dependency in their various forms.    In particular, relationships that are primarily romantic or sexual do not provide very authentic or illuminating paradigms of love, as I am construing it.    Relationships of those kinds typically include a number of vividly distracting elements, which do not belong to the essential nature of love as a mode of disinterested  concern, but are so confusing that they make it nearly impossible for anyone to be clear about just what is going on.’ 
  However, I argue that romantic relationships frequently contain, and can vividly show, the essential nature of love and thus they deserve to be recognised as doing so in their own right. These are not clear-cut distinctions.  Whilst romantic descriptivists seldom engage in attempts to come forward with a theory of love, essentialists have to engage in descriptions, but may then fall into more or less romanticized descriptions and characterisations due to the difficulties in completely and satisfactorily achieving their goal. In response to this predicament, I aim is to identify and characterize in the best possible way the essence or central structure of ‘disinterest’, which I will try to relate with love.  

II - ‘The Action for Its Own Sake’
Love of a partner, a son, a friend or of nature, may involve many different actions or social practices. These may be set at different levels of intimacy and caring, sex or the joy of experiencing the other’s company. The important question is: what is common to all these situations that allows us to use the word love?        
  To take this further, we need to clarify some of the misunderstandings arising from the frequently metaphorical discourse associated with the use of the term ‘love’.  On one level, the word ‘love’ is frequently used as shorthand for ‘liking’. Consider the example: ‘I love salmon’.  What I am asserting by usage of the term is that ‘I very much like to eat salmon’.   However, there is a much more important point to be made here, involving a ‘metaphorical distortion’. If I’m right in portraying love as being exemplified (preferably) through action and not as being a permanent mental state, this raises queries about possible readings of the discourse when talking of ‘love of a son, friend, nature, etc’. I argue that these idiomatic expressions entail a belief in an emotional state such as that love is possible or comes naturally, perhaps more correctly as being a ‘state of readiness for love’. This can then be reworded as ‘state of readiness for love towards a son, a partner, a friend, etc.’ In addition, this can then be understood as ‘a state of readiness towards a son, partner, a friend etc.’ If we think of an ‘action’ as the process of doing something towards something or someone, perhaps we can also say that such a state of readiness can also translate into an ‘action’.  Perhaps the best way to translate both the state of readiness and the action that may follow from it is to reconceptualise them as ‘active love’. This point forms the background against which I use the phrase ‘active love’ in the rest of this paper. 
   However, as the term ‘love’ can be used both for the action and also for the state of mind originating such action, colloquial sayings such as ‘being in love’, staying in love’, ‘falling in love’, in themselves – or in their literal meaning – become seen as having no more value than the more obvious and discredited ‘making love’. In order to avoid the problem of such metaphorical discourse, I will use the expression ‘active-love’ (disinterest) to designate this view of love.  
   Thus the essence of active love can start to be seen as the ‘action for its own sake directed to the good of its object’. Entailed in this ‘action for its own sake’, can be found a notion of ‘disinterest’. However, it seems that I cannot prove yet that in the ‘action for its own sake’ there is not disguised an inwardly ulterior motive that ultimately corrupts such action. Therefore the central quest is for that something else. That search I see as coincident with the answer to the question ‘When is to give really to give?     
   Now you can say: ‘Isn’t there at least the appearance of a contradiction here?    Action directed towards some good is, apparently, instrumental – undertaken as means towards the end of the other person’s good.  That is not the same as ‘action for its own sake.’   On the other hand, there clearly is a contrast between an action undertaken for the good of another and an action undertaken for an ulterior reason of self-interest.    This is a very important issue that I think deals with a misconception.    The confusion is the one that sees the ‘action for is own sake’ as an action that cannot serve any need outside of itself.    As I heard someone say and I fully agree, ‘the action for its own sake it is not the action with any purpose’.    Consider the example of someone helping a sick mother.    It seems that it is reasonable to conceive here the possibility that this action is directed just for the sake of the good of the other.    Nevertheless we have a purpose and a need being served.    The mother being helped is in need of such help.    But what kind of necessity do we have here?     Where is it located?     The intervenient, mother and son, can also here be seen as a giver and a receiver.     Being so, necessity can be served in what the receiver is concerned.    But necessity cannot be present with the giver.   Or we can say that the son has a unique need    The son must remain focused with the ‘alone-interest’ in the action for the good of the mother with ‘disinterest’   for anything else.       This issue will only be fully addressed by clarifying ‘when is to give really to give?’    For now, I wanted to establish the reasons why in my view, the ‘action for its own sake directed to the good of its object’ can be an action with instrumental purposes that can also serve necessity of that object or receiver.     
  Disinterestedness located here, was such as to originate a concentrated interest in the good of the thing itself or the interest just for the sake of the good of the object of interest.   Let me underline this.   Such interest is not in something vague in the object or some ‘private interests’ of the object of the active love; it is an interest always directed to the good and this good is meant for the object.   Further on we can call this interest the ‘alone interest’, since it should not be accompanied by any other overriding interest.     From this ‘a-loneness’ I say that the mind can be taken to be in a special ‘effortless state’.  The context in which these characteristics of the active love can take place is very important.    There are two relevant aspects.    First, ‘disinterest’ can occur entangled with the ‘practical’ aspects of our life.    Second, ‘disinterest’ can therefore be frequent and arise within the banalities of daily social practices.   Such is in summary, the picture of active love to start with.   However, there cannot be any ulterior motive in ‘action for its own sake’. 
  Unsurprisingly, this idea of ‘action for its own sake’ and of the ‘alone-interest’ entailed, has always been given an important place in philosophy of education. John White, for example, referred to Peters’ hallmark of education is the pursuit of truth ‘for its own sake’, not for instrumental reasons ​[7]​. White has elsewhere identified intrinsic aims of education to be those desirable for their own sake ​[8]​. More recently, such views can be perceived in a radical philosophy of education tradition, centred on the Levinasian ethics of an encounter, the well-being of the person and democracy ​[9]​. Hence knowledge or creativeness could then be justified as an aim of education on these grounds – as being considered an intrinsic good. Dewey considers education to be composed of those activities ‘whose ends are not outside themselves’ (such an activity might be ‘intellectual enquiry’). 
 We need to query the ultimate intention of Peters and Dewey in choosing knowledge or growth as the object of ‘action for its own sake’. If we accept the reason that it is because they are exercised as only ‘for their own sake’, we can further question: then why not select grass-blade-counting or push-pin as intrinsic goals, since they can be actions also carried out just for their own sake?  Yet such actions don’t seem to be reasonable as aims of education. Perhaps what these authors have in mind as a final end is not those items in themselves, but what they represent for the good of the person or ‘the good life’. But this is not just a life of intellectual activity or knowledge; the way in which we achieve the good life is also brought into central focus.
   In Peters, we find the centrality of ‘disinterest’ or the ‘disinterested pursuit of what is worthwhile’​[10]​ , coming together with the pursuit ‘for its own sake’.   In Ethics and Education, Peters​[11]​  repeatedly focuses on this issue: for example, that different disinterested pursuits foster ‘moral sensitivity’​[12]​ . The capacity for the ‘disinterested attitude’ is thus presupposed in the capacity to deal with the central question of ethics ​[13]​. Although Peters’ argues for knowledge as a central aim of education, we can draw out a second aspect – disinterestedness - as a central focus of this philosophy of education though considering another passage in Peters, making a direct reference to the classification by Hume of moral emotions as ‘disinterested passions’​[14]​ .   
  Could this ‘disinterestedness’ emphasized by Peters be merely a form of impartiality? Would the example of a judge be a case of disinterestedness as an essence of the ‘action for its own sake’? For a judge to be disinterested (in the sense of impartiality), the judge must maintain an important alone-interest that would resist being overridden by the other complex interests around a case, as well as his personal interests, even towards justice itself. Yet is it not the love of justice that makes a judge impartial? Here we have a broader issue encompassing the ‘disinterest with no specific interest’. Take the study of mathematics, for its own sake and because as being worthwhile. The ‘passion’ in ‘alone-interest’ to study mathematics ‘for its own sake’, seems to be identical to the passion required by the judge. Thus it seems that this tradition of philosophy of education, in a certain way, comes together with the Levinasian conception of ‘disinterest’.
  Similarly Frankfurt​[15]​ , as an essentialist, considers a conception of love centred in ‘disinterest’. He notes that though ‘strong feelings and beliefs’ may be involved, the ‘heart of love’ is not affective nor cognitive, but volitional. For Frankfurt love has a non-volitional nature; we do not love what we want: it just comes to us or happens. Frankfurt states: ‘In active love, the lover cares selflessly about his beloved.    It is important to him for its own sake that the object of his love flourishes’ ​[16]​.


III - ‘When is to Give Really to Give?’
 The concept of ‘giving’ is an important concept paid attention to by Simone Weil.  ‘Of the links between God and man love is the greatest’ she continues: ‘God gives himself to men either as powerful or as perfect – it is for them to choose.’ ​[17]​.  For Weil, the need to receive a reward equivalent to what was given disturbs the necessary ‘void or vacuum’ required for the ‘supernatural reward’ to occur.  This implies that whatever the dynamics of give-and-take in the relationship may be, it has to be transcended. This going beyond the give-and-take, happens in a state of disinterestedness. Such disinterestedness is also a ‘void’ or absence of opportunistic interests.  But most importantly, how does such a supernatural event come about?    
  To this, she writes: ‘Man only escapes from the laws of the world in lightning flashes. Instants when everything stands still, instants of contemplation, of pure intuition, of mental void, of acceptance of the moral void. It is through such instants that he is capable of the supernatural’​[18]​ . These ‘lightning flashes’ are not permanent states or continuants, but non-volitional occurrences, since they bring about selflessness by ‘pure intuition’. This selflessness is implicated in the ‘mental void’, a disinterest that is capable of the ‘supernatural’ or the transcendental of active love. In addition, Weil indicates what I consider to be one of the critical aspects of active love: ‘If we love God while thinking that he does not exist, he will manifest his existence’ ​[19]​. Here is where we can truly identify an ‘unsayable’.
 Such an ‘unsayable’ is seen when the active love originates in the good and carries it towards an object. One cannot ‘say or think’ about the good (god), because that thought in itself is an opportunistic interest. That is, we cannot think about it or mention it as the main motivation lest the active love be corrupted. The active love is directed towards the good, but the absence of such thought in total disinterest makes good become present. It makes the active love to be truly for its own sake, for the sake of the good of the object. In this sense, the presence of God is revealed by its absence; a transcendence, or going beyond, takes place. In another apparent paradox, Weil says that the void is the supreme fullness but we cannot neither be aware nor know it as such, as it would then cease to be a void​[20]​ . In a very stark example of the relationship between life circumstances and the good, she then suggests the example of a simple handshake between friends. One feels the presence of the real other out of the quiet mind within disinterest, not noticing even a sensation of pleasure or pain in the touch. This void or absence implied by disinterest in active love requires transcendence of all sorts of reward - internal rewards included – for active love to take place.    
  Levinas can be argued to be taking a similar stance to that of Simone Weil.  He explicitly says that the transcendence of God cannot be said or thought ​[21]​ (such is the ‘unsayable’ that was identified above). Yet underpinning the philosophy of Levinas seems to be a conception of ‘disinterestedness’ that recurs throughout his work.  For example he discusses disinterest as a ‘Desire without end, from beyond Being: dis-interestedness​[22]​ , transcendence – desire for the Good’.  Later he implies that love can happen only through the idea of ‘infinite’.   For Levinas time is primarily posited not as the death of being, but as the relation with ‘infinity’ that transcends time​[23]​ .   But ‘transcendence to the point of absence’ as disinterestedness to be possible as ‘Desire for the Infinite’, the ‘Desirable or God, must remain separated in the Desire’​[24]​ .  The good as a motivating thought, as in Weil, cannot be a corrupter of the action just for the sake of the object of that action. Then the good happens through a movement going beyond being as ‘… aspiration to a wisdom, that is not knowledge, that is love ​[25]​.  
  It should be noted that Levinas seems to take the view that what is important in the relationship or social practice is that which goes on ‘the way to say or do’. He uses the words ‘Saying’ and ‘Said’ as follows: 
‘As witnessing, Saying precedes every Said. Before uttering a Said, the Saying is already a bearing witness of responsibility (and even the Saying of a Said is a bearing witness, insofar as the approach of the other is a responsibility for him). Saying is thus a way of signifying prior to any experience’ ​[26]​ .   
  The ‘Saying before the Said’ can be understood as the presentation of the Face, by itself a responsibility, which in Levinas ​[27]​ Totality and Infinity, receives extensive attention. Elsewhere he says that perception plays a role in the presentation of the Face but what is specific to it cannot be reduced to that.  If by need, in discourse, the Saying bears necessarily a Said, then ‘the Saying is a way of greeting’.   
  Face and discourse are thus tied together (Levinas 1985: 85-8) ​[28]​.  There appears to be an inescapable final sincerity in the presentation of the face. This sincerity is manifested through ‘the way of doing or saying’.  With this in mind, perhaps we can say that through active love in ‘the way of doing or saying’, transcendence may take place:     the finite being is capable of reaching ‘infinity’.  The presence of the infinite in a finite act, as he indicates, is a paradoxical.  Yet this movement goes beyond the seemingly possible: ‘love is not reducible to knowledge mixed with affective elements’, says Levinas ​[29]​. But out of love, and with it, there is enjoyment of something that surpasses being; such joy is better then ataraxy, and it is based on a felt ‘emptiness’ ​[30]​.    
 Levinas​[31]​  asks the following question: how does it happen this transcendence of infinity, expressed by the word “Good”?  His answer starts by pointing out that disinterestedness in the desirable (or God) – or desire of self-transcendence – must be separate yet remain within desire. It is different, yet is near: an understanding of the meaning of the word ‘holy’.  This disposition directing us to ‘the other person’ is what he calls ‘love without eros’​[32]​ . As such, the ‘goodness of the Good’ is oriented toward the other, and only in that way toward the Good. The dispositions of desire compel us to ‘goodness, better than the good to be received’; all longing for compensation is absent.    Levinas concludes: ‘To be good is a deficit ​[33]​…’ . As in the Weilian void, an absence seems to be indicated. 
  Interestingly, Levinas attempts to uncover a new base, or fundamental essence, to the human condition, where everything else will be rooted. He proposes ‘disinterestedness’, as a replacement in this role of the ‘intentionality’ of the conatus.  What is the importance of this move? The successful enterprise uproots the absolute dominance of selfishness in that primordial ground. Levinas raises the question of whether the source of all affectivity really is in the anxiety that the conatus perceives in death or nothingness. To do this, he takes the example of Plato’s dialogue, Phaedo wherein the dialogue on Socrates’ death attempts to go beyond the anxiety of death through the ‘discourse of knowledge and theory’. This would, in death, show Socrates’ splendour of being. But affection is nevertheless present in Socrates and, even in excess, through the tears of Apollodorus.  ‘What is the meaning of these tears and affectivity?’ asks Levinas, and proposes that we question if the humanity of man is the having-to-be that produces the anxiety of death.    
  Thus the primordial role of intentionality is questioned. The ontological meaning of affection being not in anxiety, we do not have ‘to maintain that intentionality is the ultimate secret of the psyche’ ​[34]​.  Levinas refers to the concept of ‘to give’ as being the point at which we present the face to the Other and make ourselves responsible for him and available by saying ‘here I am’. More specifically, he mentions gratuity ‘as the absolute distraction of a game without trace or memory’​[35]​ , underlining forgetfulness or absence of memory. Levinas asserts that: ‘Intentionality is not the secret of the human. The human esse, or existing, is not a conatus but disinterestedness and adieu’​[36]​. Can we expand this idea and look similar insights? 
   It is precisely this passage of Levinas that Derrida ​[37]​ in his The Gift of Death points to when thinking about going beyond the-give-and-take. Even Derrida’s title of this chapter is enlightening: ‘Beyond: Giving for the Taking, Teaching and Learning to Give, Death (Au-delà: donner à prendre, apprendre à donner – la mort)’. Also Derrida, stresses the act of giving as directly dealing with the question of ‘When is to give really to give?’ The usual, yet inadequate, response is: giving is when one does not want anything in return from those to whom we gave nor from anyone else. What is it then that Derrida brings into the picture? The important concept that Derrida also offers is ‘forgetfulness’. Derrida writes: ‘An event gives the gift that transforms the Good into a Goodness that is forgetful of itself, into a love that renounces itself’​[38]​ . Furthermore, he clarifies that this gift of goodness does not only forget about itself, but also that its ‘source remains inaccessible to the donee’.   
  This last part, as we have seen previously, refers to the absence of good in order for good to become present. What is added is that the gift of goodness also has to obey a second condition or imperative: the imperative of forgetfulness. In other words, when we give, really give, when we ‘forget’ that we gave, then maybe ‘infinite love’ takes place. The ‘calculation’ that is the permanent movement of comparison in the pure selfishness can be by-passed within the ‘death’ of the self, allows the ‘responsible subject’ conscious of ‘myself’.  To clarify further, Derrida states: 
‘On what conditions does goodness exist beyond all calculation? On the condition that goodness forget itself, that the movement be a movement of the gift that renounces itself, hence a movement of infinite love’ ​[39]​. 
  Here, Derrida enhances the calculation entailed by comparison versus forgetfulness. But is it possible for the ‘rational selfish’ to give with forgetfulness?  How can he go beyond comparison and calculation?
   We may have reached a partial answer to my original question. To begin to formulate an answer, we start by considering that we really give when in disinterest we definitely or permanently forget that we gave. Yet can’t we be said to really give something if it remains in our memory in a special way, untouchable and completely inert? This inert state, in spite of being a source of joy, is in a sense also the impossibility or total final renunciation of such claims. I believe that there is such possibility and that it often happens in reality. Weil also implicitly focuses on ‘forgetfulness’: ‘Thus in love there is chastity or the lack of chastity according to whether the desire is or is not directed towards the future’ ​[40]​. What is it for love to be ‘chaste’? Love is ‘chaste’ when the desire that carries goodness ends completely and forever with the action for its own sake, when there is no possibility whatsoever, of future claims. 
  However, Levinas​[41]​  calls this ‘chaste forgetfulness’ ‘noble’ and underlines that this is not mere or ‘unregulated’ forgetfulness:
‘Can one not understand the subjectivity of the subject beyond essence, as on the basis of a leaving the concept, a forgetting of being and non-being? Not of an “unregulated” forgetting which still lies within the bipolarity of essence, between being and nothingness. But a forgetting that would be an ignorance in the sense that nobility ignores what is not noble … ’  					       
  Such is the nobility of this noble forgetfulness that, in an irreprehensible way, ignores what is not noble, finally avoiding it. In asking the question ‘When is to give really to give?’ I posit that to give is really to give when in disinterest we chastely forget that we gave​[42]​ , or we remain in noble remembrance. 
  Consider the following example. I have often happened to visit a new town and needed to ask someone for directions. In such circumstances, I have often come across helpful people who stop what they are doing and sometimes even walk with me a while to do their best to help me. Consider, would the rational selfish person ever engage in such an action of help? The rational selfish person would ‘compare’ the alternatives, helping and not helping, and would ‘calculate’ that helping is not in his best interests. He knows I am a stranger in a big town and therefore he has little chance of meeting me again in the future in the hope of some kind of reward. Therefore, the rational selfish person would not waste his time helping me. He would not even stop at my interpellation because as a ‘calculable man’, he has already done such calculations. What about those who do help?  Do they do so for an internal reward? Are those who helped me not going to remember it? The interpellation is unexpected – a flash – that is responded to also in a flash.  The incident is so commonplace that I have frequently been on the side of helping the tourist or the stranger in town myself. But can I remember all those times that I helped someone in giving directions? Like most people in such situations, I rarely recall such events afterwards. Immediately after helping someone, I return to get on with my affairs.  
    I do not have to prove that all helpers in all situations, (all) truly forget the action. I just have to prove that some helpers truly forget about some of those situations. And this, I believe, is the case. Being so, such action can be taken to be performed for its own sake, conveying goodness, in disinterest and in ‘chaste forgetfulness’. Therefore, I think that I can conclude that such action is active love in its true essence.    

IV - Educational Love
  In real life, perhaps even a ‘rational egoists’ – necessarily with some sort of socialization and family – would not survive without this special action.   As a theoretical character he seems to be prone to a fast and less than prudential entropy or disorder build up. But to show this clearly (via an a priori argument) to him is something that I don’t believe I am able to do. However, education aiming at a meaningful life in well-being has the duty of being alert.  Education should be vividly aware that, as asserted by Levinas​[43]​ : 
‘There is in man the possibility of not awakening to the other; there is the possibility of evil. Evil is the order of being pure and simple – and, on the contrary, to go towards the other is the penetration of the human into being, an “otherwise than being”. I am not at all certain that the “otherwise than being” can triumph’. 
  How can then education be said to triumph? With unpredictable results and starting from non-volitional love, originating in a ‘void’ or an ‘absence’, what is left for education to do? What is education responsibility? It seems that there is room here for a via negativa. 
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